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FEBRUARY T976

The diversity among Restoration
churches is nowhere more evident than
in the world of politics. Some of that
diversity is obvious in this special bicen-

tennial issue. Other articles throughout
the year will touch on even more
viewpoints.
Consider. Every spring in the
Kiamichi Mountains of southeastern
Oklahoma 5,000 to 7,000 men and boys
encamp in an atmosphere in which the
gospel shares equal time with the John
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TO EXPLORE THOROUGHLY THE

SCRIPTURES AND THEIR

MEANING ... TO UNDERSTAND AS FULLY AS POSSIBLE THE
WORLD IN WHICH THE CHURCH LIVES AND HAS HER MISSION ...

TO PROVIDE A VEHICLE FOR COMMUNICATING THE MEANING OF
GOD'S WORD TO OUR CONTEMPORARY WORLD."

EDITORIAL POLICY STATEMENT, JULY, 1967

Birch Society and anti-gun-control

Iegislation. One year, at this gathering of

Independent Christian Church males,

rightist Billy James Hargis indicated
that the success of the Kingdom of God
hinged on whether Congress extended
the oil depletion allowance.
A couple of worlds to the left of that
scene, the Disciples of Christ in San Antonio last fall supported the usual liberal
causes with equal theological conviction. Delegates from lndiana earnestly
con sidered , in the name of Heaven, j u st
which union ought to represent California grape pickers.
Both these groups have almost folgotten what Andy Ritchie reminds us in this
issue: Restoration also has a third major
stream of thought in its background,
that of non-participation in government.
Although not many in the mainstream
Churches of Christ any longer subscribe

to this view, it raises a crucial issue for
everyone along the scale. How does the
New Testament picture of the Kingdom
of God in tension with the state apply in
a democracy, wherc members of God's
kingdom ¿¡r¿ the state?

We frequently marvel, in shame, at
our divisions. Yet it is doubtful that any
other religious movement has a wider
spectrum of political persuasions. From
that standpoint it is also a marvel that
any of these segments can still talk, together, of being "Christians only." That

commonality, that history of unity-in-

diversity, is worth restrcssing during
this bicentennial year
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POTTTTCAL PROFILES
IN THE
CHURCHES OF CHRTST
BY ROYCE MONEY
In all the flurry and excitement of a bicentennial
celebration combined with a presidential election
year, one cannot help but wonder about the political feelings of some 2.5 million members of the
Churches of Christ in America. How many are
Republicans? How many are Democrats? What is
their degree of political interest and activity?
These are fascinating questions with elusive answers. Coupled with these data questions are
moral queries that demand an answer. What's
right or wrong with being a political conservative,
oi with being a political liberal? Should our religion and our politics be separated, as we have
traditionally been told?
I bravely launched out in quest of some kind of
answer to these puzzling inquiries. This project
was born out of the context of a larger assignment
thatcarried me into several areas of theChristian's
relation to his government.' The usual research
method of pouring through endless volumes of
church-related periodicals yielded little. Besides, I
was more interested in what the mass of "laymen"
felt than in reading the comments of a few princes
of the printed page.
A Pollttcal Questlonnalre

In an effort to fill the void of information about
the political expressions of members of the
Churches of Christ, I sent 7,600 questionnaires to
sixty congregations throughout the United States.
The selection of congregations was carefully done
in order to insure a representative sampling of
members from a social, economic, geographic'
and theological standpoint. One side of the questionnaire consisted of nine multiple choice questions that centered on the relationship of politics

Dr. Royce Money is preaching minister ot the Easl Grand
Church of Christ in Springfield, Míssouri.
FEBRUARY,1976

and religion. The other side contained a voting
chart in which voting records on the local, state,
and national level could be charted from 19521972.2 Of the 7,600 questionnaires sent, 2,155
were returned. The results were computerized,
allowing a greater flexibility in comparing various
findings.
Queetlonnalre Reeults
The survey did not reveal a great mass of information that was not previously known. Its main
contribution was to document what had been suspected by Restoration Movement analysts in recent years. The more significant findings were
these:
(l) An ovetwhelming number of respondents
classified themselves as "conservative" in both
politics and religion, with 75 percent classifying
themselves as conservative religiously and 76 percent as conservative politically. This evidence
shows that conservative politics and conservative
religion do in fact go hand in hand with a significant
majority of us. The conclusion is even more interesting when results also show that only 46 percent believe that both a person's religious and
political stance should be consistent along the
conservative-liberal spectrum. Although these results are not surprising, they do show that we are

very much like our religiously conservative

neighbors in this respect, for good or ill.
(2) One of the most significant findings was the
amazing homogeneity of views from one geographical section to another. The questionnaire

clearly revealed the regional uniformity that
characterizes us largely as a sub-culture influenced by our own "religious" view of things and
generally unaffected by local geography, cultural
influences. or intellectual environment. The
southern members rvho migrated to other areas in
America d id a good job of carrying their religious,
political, and cultural values with them.
147
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(3) Party affiliation and loyalty was not a significant factor in voting. Church of Christ members tended to vote for the man and his personal
qualities over any party affiliation. The results
clearly showed that they are committed to a conservative political philosophy rather than any one
party and will vote for the party or man that most
nearly represents this philosophy at the time. Independent voting results in a diminishing of any
power base for political change, which is presently
brought about through the two-party system. Independent voters also have a tendency to be more
detached from the political processes than those
with a party affiliation.
(4) Members of the Churches of Christ do not
tend to be politically active. In fact, the dominant
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Graph showing voting habits of members of the Churches of
Christ surveyed as they voted in local elections from 19521972.
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tendency toward politics in general was one of
negativism or indifference.
(5) Party affiliation among Democrats, Republicans, and the independent sector was almost
evenly divided, with each represented by about
one-third of the respondents.
Vottng Chart Reculte
The results of the voting chart are more concrete
than those of the multiple choice questions because they represent a record of fact-here is how
a representative sarnpling of Church of Christ
members actually behaved politically. The voting
chart results revealed the following:
(l) The most significant discovery was the
steady shift from a Democratic majority among
members of the ChLrrches of Christ to a slight
Republican edge (or at least an even percentage
with the Democrats) from 1952-1972 in the local
and state elections (see Figures I and 2). Even the
traditionally Democratic South is steadily losing
ground to the Republicans.
(2) In the presidential elections, church members have traditionally voted Republican, with the
only exception being 1964 (see Figure 3). They
have shown a definite preference for conservative
presidential candidates, and they have consistently voted more conservative than the national
electorate.
(3) Since 1952 the number of independent voters has risen on all levels. Independent voters have
tended to vote Republican rather than Democratic, especially in national elections.
(4) Given the massive anti-Catholic campaign
againstJohn F. Kennedy in 1960, he did amazingly
well among Church of Christ voters (34 percent
nationwide; 36 percent in the Bible Belt).
(5) The inter-regional uniformity mentioned in
the context of the questionnaire results can also be
seen in the voting charts, especially on the presidential level.
(6) Support for George Wallace among church
members in the 1968 presidential election was
below the national percentage.
What Does lt All Mean?
Clear interpretation of the survey results is not
always possible because of the limitations of
methodology and content inherent in the questionnaire. Added to these limitations is the problem of historical myopia, which is keenly felt in the
attempt to interpret a contemporary situation
where the ink is hardly dry on the pages of history.
While finaljudgment on these matters must await
the passing of time, limited interpretations for the
present and the discerning of trends are both justified and desirable. With the benefit of the survey
results and other information, the following obFEBRUARY, l976

servations may be considered:

(l)

Members of the Church of Christ have
tended to be politically conservative but not radically so. In the questionnaire, only l5 percent
classified themselves as "strongly conservative. "
Further evidence is shown in the presidential election results. The two most conservative candidates, Barry Goldwater and George Wallace, did
not fare as well among church membel's as one
might expect. On the other hand, moderate conservative strength is clearly shown in the overwhelming support for Richard M. Nixon in 1972
(84 percent) against a much less conset'vative can-

didate, George McGovern (14 percent)'
The point is that the "right wing" political label
hung around our collective necks by outsiders as

God, the constitution, and free enterprise while
taking a position other than theirs. Third, they fail
to take into account the changing nature of
ideologies, preferring a "static" approach.
Fourth, they fail to distinguish adequately between socialism and communism and between

liberalism and socialism. Fifth, their political

stance has a tendency to be couched in moral and
religious terms. The result has been a confusing of
loyalties so that patriotism (as they see it) becomes
essentially a religious matter and religion (as they

see it) becomes almost patriotic. Their political
positions are "anointed" with the presumed authority of religion.
(3) Political loyalties and persuasions are not to
be confused with religious loyalties and persua-

the result of anti-communist, pro-American

zealots among us has never been an accr-rrate politicalcharacterization of the great majority of mem-

bers of the Churches of Christ. Conservativeyes; "right wing"--only zr vocal minority.
(2) After having characterized our general political beliefs as "moderately" conservative rather
than radically so (replete with all the built-in ambiguities of that term), I still feel a strong need to
point out a distinct tendency among us toward
religious nationalism. Since the drift is sometimes
an unconscious one among conservatives, let me
first define religious nationalism briefly and then
point out some of its characteristics.
Religious nationalism weds the goals of the nation to the goals of religion, thus sanctifying national political and economic interests. Good citizenship and good Christianity become almost
identical qualities. In America, especially since
World War II, Christianity has been readily identified by religious nationalists with Americanism
and the American way of life. God has blessed
America with "most favored n¿ìtion" status' Faith
in God is not only compatible with faith in constitutional government and free enterprise economics, it is sometimes encouraged to be an inseparable package of belief. To speak out in dissent against nationalactions or policies is virtually
synonymous with sin against God and is frowned
upon by religious nationalists. This emphasis in
America has pervaded some areas of the fellowship of Churches of Cìhrist, sometimes in the garb
of anti-communist efforts, but in other w¿ìys' too.
Religious nationalists create a number of problems. First, they tend to oversimplify complex
political, economic, social, and religious probtems, defining solutions in simplistic "either-or"
choices. In many cases there is a fèasible midclle
ground, Second, ¿tdvoc¿rtes of religiotrs nationalism have been overly suspiciotts of anyone who
disagrees with them, failing to realiz-e in most instances that honest C hristian people can still be fbr
FEBRUARY,1976
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Craph showing voting habits of members of the Churches of
Christ surveyed as they voted in state elections from 1952'
1972 (U.5. senators, governors, etc.).
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sions. While the general membership has chosen
to align themselves politically with a conservative
philosophy, they must at the same time respect the
right of those Christians who do not choose that
course. There is no need for either group to excommunicate the other from the kingdom. After
all, the apostolic band tolerated a zealot-can we
do less? While some political expressions must
reflect basic Christian moral conviction, most issues are hardly worth the mutualcontempt that is
rumored to exist among us.
(4) The greatest danger we face as we work out
a meaningful political conviction is that of tying
Christianity down to any one political philosophy
or cultural expression. The universal nature of the
gospel and the world-wide call of the Savior cry
out against the very thought of such a sectarian
action. Yet in America, with its every facet being
described in superlatives, we are dangerously
close to falling prey to religious nationalism.
In this signal year of our country's history, we
find ourselves torn between the cynicism of
Watergate and the sentimentalism of the bicentennial. I hope that we will resist both. Free and
responsible participation in the politicalprocess is
a noble and welcome task for those in Christ who
live in a great democracy such as ours. Let freedom for the Christian in America entail the ability
to maintain our dual citizenship in the kingdom of
God and in America-a kingdom on earth, not the
kingdom on earth. May God help us to know the
difference.
Nores
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Baylor University entitled "Church-State Relations in the Churches
of Christ Since 1945." The overarching theme of the study was the
development of religious nationalism in the Churches of Christ since
1945-the extent of its presence, the rationale for its existence, and
the effect upon its membership and beyond. A copy ofthe dissertation
is in the Abilene Christian College library.
'¿At my request, the following men advised me on the formation,
distribution, and interpretation of the questionnaires: Dr. Joel .8.
Anderson, J r. : Dr. Perry C. Cotham; Dr. Patrick H. Deese: Dr. David
E. Harrell, Jr.; Dr. Bill Humble; Dr. Furman Kearley: and Dr. Nor-

L. Parks.
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Craph comparing voting habits of members of the Churches of
Christ in the nationwide survey with the national electorate as

they voted in prcsidential elections t¡om 1952-1972.

COMING NEXT MONTH
"Restoration Update," a new series on the current status of Restoration
segments, will begin with an article on the one-cup brethren by James W.
Russell.
Wes Reagan reflects on a funeral without a casket, and the possibility of
turning death into life.
Jim Reynolds searches for the middle ground between neurotic guilt and
the flight into "anything goes."
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PAUL'S ATTITUDE
TO\ryARD GOVERNMENT
A LOOK AT ROMANS

13

By Roger B. Edrington
In our day, there are Christians who violently

disagree on the issue of the place of government'
One extreme view holds-similar to the doctrine
of the divine right of kings-that whatever the
government requires is to be obeyed as the will of
God. The other resists any claim of a secular government on his life; he claims that his citizenship is
not really in this world and that Christ has set him
free.
The controversy centers in Romans l3:l'7,
which has been given a multitude of interpretations. Vital to correct interpretation is the context.
This passage must be seen in its larger context of
the whole book of Romans, as well as its more
immediate context of chapters 12-16, in order to
develop the message that Paul is trying to communicate. We must avoid alltemptations to take it
out of its literary and historical context to "just let
it speak to us today."
In "the gospel according to Paul" (chs. l-l l)'
Paul has developed his theology very intricately.
He has shown that everyone is guilty before God
(chs. l-3)-no one deserves acquittal' Yet, our
faith in the death of Jesus Christ gives us a "not
guilty" status in spite of our sins. The resurrection
ófJesus gives us objective proofthat our sins have
been forgiven; we contact that resurrection at our
baptism (ch. 6).
On the basis of what God has done for us, we
should act in relationship to his gift' ln other
words, since God has done something for us, the
only logical worship that we can give is to present
our entire being to him (12:l). The basic rule of
Paul's ethics is given in 12:1-2; the rest of the book
includes examples of ways to prove true by testing
what the will of God is-good, acceptable, and
perfect. It is Christian behavior, based on the
mercy of God in Jesus, that proves what the will of
God is.
This good, holy life of those in the church is
contrasted with the life of those outside the
church. There are seven occurrences of words for
good in chapters l2 and 13 (12.2,9, l7 ,211, l3:3,4).
The context emphasizes the sharp difference beRoger B. Edrington is paü of an inner"city team
ministry in Coventry, England.
FEBRUARY,1976

tween the light and the darkness, between the
world-conformed ones and the Cod-transformed
ones. Christians are to cast off the works of darkness and put on the armor of light (13:12). Christians are called to put on the clothing of the Lord
Jesus Christ, rather than to make provisions for
the flesh and its desires ( l3: l4).
It is in this literary context that Christians are
called upon to be subject to the governing authorities. Being subject to the governing authorities is one of the ways of proving what the will
of God is.
TTIE SETTING
An important consideration in interpreting this
passage revolves around the question: "What historical situation caused Paul to write this exhortation to the Christians at Rome?" Marcus Borg has
made an exciting contribution to this discussion.*
He sees that the inlerpretation depends on the
setting oJ'these words o.f Paul within the context of
Jewish nationalism.
It appears that the Jews were being persecuted
by Roman emperors in Rome as well as in Palestine. Borg gives quite admirable evidence to show

that anti-Roman feelings must have been present;
the evidence includes Acts l8:2 which shows that
there was a general expulsion of the Jews from
Rome, probably around 49 A.D. This kind of action invoked the same type of anti-Roman feeling
from.Jews in Rome as Jews in Palestine. The question that the Roman Christians were trying to deal
with was: Should Christians participate in these
anti-Roman feelings of the Jews? Paul's answer is
a resounding No ! Christ has broken down the barriers between Jew and Gentile. Jewish nationalism
can only widen the chasm between them. Therefore, the government is God's servant to make
sure that any efforts by Jewish nationalists are not
successful.
Romans l3:l-7, then, becomes only an expansion of: " Bless those who persecute you" ( 12:14).
If you do not bless those who persecute you, God
will use the military power (Greek mochairu), not
every law, of this pagan government as a divine
iMarcus Borg,

"A

Testantent Studies,

New Context for Romans

XIX (January

Xlll"'

N¿tr'

1973), 205-218.
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judgment on your activity of attempted overthrow. It would not be the first time thatGod used
a pagan government to punish his people for doing
wrong. (Compare some of the Old Testament wars
where Israel was defeated.) For Borg, Romans l3
does not have a principle beyond its usage here.
The Roman government is God's minister of
judgment at this particular point in history; the
passage has no application beyond that. Hence,
Borg does not have to face the difficult question of
whether the action of an evil government (past,
present, or future) is sanctioned by God.

A,,norrh Borg's presentation and
conclusion are quite attractive, it appears that Paul
is trying to reveal some kind of message beyond
that particular point in history. Both Titus (3:l)

and l Peter (2:13) make this same injunction to be
subject to the authorities. Even though these passages could refer to the same problem that Borg
has posited-yet certainly not in Rome-it seems
unlikely that we could pinpoint the historical situation so specifically.
Rather, it appears that Paul is trying to say that
as Christians the Romans are simply to obey the
authorities in every point that they can and still
present their bodies to God. They are not to be
rebellious, even if the request or law seems
ridiculous or is a part of persecution, they (both as
Christians and Jewish Christians) are to act in a
manner of submission and humility. Their action is
so that the light of Christian living will be seen as
opposed to the darkness of these pagan tleeds
(13:12). Although the natural reaction is to strike
back, the Christian is never to repay evil for evil or
to avenge himself, rather he is to overcome evil
with good (12:17-21).
Paul does not actually deal in this passage with
the possibility of conflict of allegiances between
the emperor and God. Paul's thought is so clearly
expounded-theChristian is to be a living sacrifìce
toGod-that there is no need to mention the areas
where the pagan government requires disobedience to God. The Christian must, of course, obey
God in those cases. Paul speaks only about those
areas of behavior that are within the spirit of
Christ. He addresses himself to the question of
the Romans, Must we be in submission to these
pagan Romans now that we ¿ìre free in Christ? The
answer resounds, Yes, in order that you might
show them the true good, that is, Christ.

I
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Peter writes, "Be subject to every human institution for the Lord's sake" (l Peter 2:13), yet
earlier he and other apostles demanded, "We must
obey God rather than men" (Acts -5:29) in direct
opposition to the religious institution of that day. If
the word for "be subject" (the same as in Rom.
l3:l) means "obey." it appears that Peter has
irreconcilably contradicted himself. However,
"be subject" (hvpotrts.ç¿in) ancl "obey" (peitharchein) are not the same. If Peter meant "obey"
in I Peter. there are three perfectly good Greek
verbs to use. It appe¿ìrs on closer scrutiny of "be
subject" that the word deals primarily, in most
usages, with the attitude of one person to another.
The younger in Christ are told to be subject to the
elders, and this is followed by a command for all
Christians to be clothed in humility 11 Pet. 5:5).
Being subject may include obedience, but that is
not its major emphasis. The attitude of humility
and respect is the motivation for proper Christian
behavior towald others.

TTM AUTHORITMS' AUTHORITY
Paul confirms in the abstract (Rom. l3:l) that
every person is to be subject to the governing
authorities. His basis for this is that no human
authority (exousia), exists except from the power
of God. This does not, however, expressly point
out that all specific men in power and their decrees
are without question fl'om God. There are obviously contradictory decrees at different places.
Paul is not saying that the decisions of the governing authority are simply infallible when spoken ex
cathedru. Rather, he is pointing out that this
human authority is under the lordship of God in a
fallen world where nothing can take place apart
from God's authority. It is also true that Satan's
power exists by the authority of God.

L"ouing the abstract, Paul reveals that
the authorities which are actually in office at the
time of writing also exist by the greater authority
of God. The date of the epistle to the Romans is
probably some time during the five years of Nero's
reign when law and order were established
throughout the provinces, perhaps ca. 57-59 ¿.o.
It was, with little doubt, written before Nero began
his strong persecution of Christians. But even with
this restriction. there is no reason to suppose that
everything was good and true which came fiom the
mouth of Nero,
Christians must realize that the Bible never
m¿rkes a transfer of authority from God to the
FEBRUARY, 1976

state. The state does not automatically become
God's mouthpiece. When studying Romans 13, we
must remember that the state, which is set up by
God as a protector of the law, may become the
state that is controlled by the beast of Revelation
13. This beast is certainly not the image of an
infallible bishop of God; rather, it is a blasphemous, idolatrous emperor. Authority positions are
sanctioned by God for the purpose of the good.
Whether these authorities know it or not, like it or
not, they are responsible to God for the manner in
which they have performed their service.
Romans l3 does not leave Christians with any
kind of naive, uncritical allegiance to the state.
Christians must decide ethical questions, who
they will worship, and related issues apart from
any indirect word from God through the state.
What Paul is saying is that Christians should not
try to be totally free from the state. Instead, they
should be subject because God has given this authority for the purpose of good. Obedience is required in every area that does not conflict with
God's commands. But disobedience is required
wtlen the state demands that the Christian give up
his commitment to Christ, where his total allegiance lies. When disobeying, however, the
Christian will have to bear the responsibility to the
state of paying the penalty-perhaps with his life
as did many of the early Christians.
GOVERNANCB WITHIN
Although Paul holds a positive view of the state,
it should be remembered that he advocates that
Christians are to judge their own community of
believers (l Cor. 6:l-8). Christians are not to go to
pagan courts witH lawsuits against one another;
practice of this principle should not be forgotten in
our day when lawyers deal with everything. A
great witness has been lost by the community's
failure to solve her own problems. The Christian
church makes a witness to the world in submission
to the state, but it realizes that there are much
higher ranges of authority. If displaying both the
Christian flag and the American flag in the buildings where we meet means equal allegiance to
both, we have missed the point of Romans 13. The
Christian must always give his undivided allegiance to the Lord of the community.
Perhaps Christians today can best apply this
principle to areas like speed laws, paying proper
taxes, giving respect to state officials, and a host of
other areas. But even when Christians are abused
and misused by the state, they must still stand up
for the good that can come through properly
motivated government. They must not be overcome with evil, but must overcome evilwith good,
understanding that evil methods do not accomplish the purpose of God.
,ilmN
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YOU CANNOT
SERVE TWO MASTERS
March! March in step,

ln neat rows, toy-soldier fashion.
Precision-that's the thi ng:
Precision of appearance,
Precision of assembly,
Precision of action, action, action,
Nicknamed "Unity."
Don't think! March! Hup two, three, four.
March! March! March to the same music,
Keeping in step.
Whatever else, keep in step.
Put on a good show; reputation depends on it.

Gratify, mollify, pacify, satisfy,
Cive of your very best!
That's it! All together now .
Hup two, three, four.
March! March! March! Twist that key tighter,
You can drop later, hidden from observing eyes,
Wherever you unwind.
Alienated? Spent? Rusty?

One hand extended, locked in motion?
D ou bly v i cti m zed? Ch etto- zed ?
i

i

P-A-R-A-L-Y-Z-E-D?

Don't question! March!
You need not be caught dead there, Little Flock.
Listen, all you weary and heavy-laden,

The Kingdom of Cod is within you!
Hear the Wind blowing? The Comforter is here!
He brings you refreshing, living water and
Healing strength for your aching hearts.
Lift them high in joyous praise,
Singing "Alleluia" to your Lord!
The gates of accusation, oppression and isolation
Crash down as you stand fast in freedom, moving
From glory to glory in prayerful supplication:
Supported by the strong belt of truth,
Surrounded by the breastplate of His righteousness,
Shod with the Cood News of peace,

Shielded by faith,
Secure in the helmet
sword!

of Salvation and the Spirit's

ALLELUIA!

-Patricia

Allbritten
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Beginning as a revolutionary development on
the American far left in religion, politics, social
values, and economics at the dawn of the
Nineteenth Century, the Restoration movement
offers an arresting and complex study in the
sociology of religion.

The Church of Christ wing, after remaining
closest to the radical sect and social values of
original Restorationism for well over a century.
has in recent decades made an almost 180-degree

turn toward the right-wing perspective in ul-

tranationalism, the gospel of wealth, and political
conservatism. Indicative of this shift is the fact
that Church of Christ members cast a higher percentage of votes for Richard Nixon for president in
1972 than any other identifiable group in the country, though it was McCovern, not Nixon. whose
speeches were colored with biblical phraseology
and prcachments.

This startling and seemingly illogical development is rooted in the sudden emergence of the
Church of Christ as a middle-class urban movement, shedding in the process its earlier lowerclass and agrarian values while retaining its basic
10
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legalistic, literalistic, and exclusivistic theology.

As might be expected, this shift has not come
about painlessly. Instead, it has reproduced on a
lesser scale, and for the same reason, the same
kind of schism which took place a century ago
between the urbanized, industrialized, middleclass Disciple leadership and the rural, populist
Church of Christ.
Logically the shift in class identification and
social values of a group is reflected in both
religion and politics. The middle-class wing of
Restorationism of a century ago edged away from
its sect bias toward denominationalism, a galaxy
of institutional structures, the accumulation of
wealth, and a shallow, liberal theology in keeping
with its new status of numerical and social respectability. The Church of Christ "Antis" profess to
see this same tendency toward "liberalism" in
mainstream Churches of Christ. The emergence of
Church of Christ theology schools awarding divinity degrees, the growth of a professionalclergy
("ministers"), the training of pastoral counselors,
the multiplication of Bible chairs, the growth of the
inter-church Herald of Truth element, the appearance of the "sponsoring church," groundbreakFEBRUARY, 1976
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Southern states. The lines were so drawn in England as to preclude political means and make Dissent a class struggle. The Bible was the rallying
banner, the sole source of authority in all matters.
The church should be a spiritual union with no
corporate wealth, no clergy, no institutional structure. They looked to their hedgerow preachers and
"Bible men." David Lipscomb, digging back into
the history of Dissent, laid claim that Restorationism was its historical heir and fulfillment.,

The Great Awakening stirred latent Dissent in
Virginia and produced the Separate Baptists, who
on removing to Kentucky went almost bodily over
to Campbell. The O'Kelly Republican Methodist
revolt in North Carolina was the application of
anti-Federalist principles to religious polity and
fed the Stone movement in Kentucky.
As important as such antecedent movements
were, there would have been no significant Restoration movement except for the generating force of
the American frontier beyond the mountains. If
the forks of the Ohio and several mountain gaps
were spigots for the western movement, the contrary river currents and mountain barrier isolated
this West long enough for the distinctive frontier
character evident in Restorationism to take firm
shape. Those who went west were the young, the
dissatisfied, the less privileged, and the hopeful.
Forced into self-reliance, they developed a disregard for the conventional and traditional, an impatience with the abstruse, a high regard for the
practical, a willingness to try the new, a'trd a high

"I

Buren's vice-president. In his two terms in Congress Johnson revealed ultra-democratic views,
insisting that in matters of constitutional interpretation "leave it to the people." To the "free exercise of the elective franchise," he said, "we must
look for the stability and duration of this happy
republic. "'

On the floor of Congress he fought the establishment of a federal couÍ of admiralty at Louisville and opposed the presence of Federalist
judges in the state for fear they would upset the
land claims of thousa¡rds of squatters in favor of

Eastern speculators. "Let these aristocratic
Judges graze in their own pastures," he thundered. He carried over into religion his egalitarian
politics, opposing a clergy and hierarchical control
and insisting on the right and duty of the members
of each congregation to govern themselves. The
choice of Johnson to ride throughout the state to
effect the union of the Campbellian Reformgrs and
the Stoneite Christians was a wise one.

David Purviance, a close associate of Stone,
served as a flamboyant radical in the Kentucky
legislature for nearly a decade and continued this
role in the Ohio legislature. Only two years after
the adoption of the Kentucky constitution, he
stumped his district in favor of its radical revision
to eliminate all traces of "aristocracy." To keep
justice at the grassroots level he fought the effort
to give the Court of Appeals originaljurisdiction in
cases affecting "life and limb." He suffered his

have had my horse shod by a legislator, my

horse saddled, my boots cleaned, my stirrup

held by a senator.tt

regard for man as man. The result was a new and
vigorous spirit in religion and politics, radically
democratic and strongly individualistic.
The radical politicalcast of Restorationism may
be illustrated by the roles of three of its leaders.

John

T.

Johnson, wide-ranging Kentucky

evangelist, was identified with the most radical
political elements in the state's early history,
spearheading the Relief Party. lt fought for generous issues of paper money and the modification of
debtor laws, and effected a reconstruction of the
court system to make it responsive to democratic
demands. lt instituted a new "people's court," the
New Court of Appeals, on which Johnson sat as a
judge. His close ties with the Jacksonian movement is seen in the fact that his brother was Van

12

156

lone defeat campaigning for the abolition of slavery.
Alexander Campbell could never have become
the towering religious figure of the West had he not
fully identified with the political aspirations of the
region. His egalitarianism is revealed in an l8l5
letter to a relative in Ireland:

I cannot speak too highly of the advantages that
the people of this country enjoy in being delivered

from a proud and lordly aristocracy; and here it
becomes very easy to trace the common evils of
all European countries to their proper source, and
chiefly to the first germ of oppression, of civil and
religious tyranny. I have had my horse shod by a
legislator, my horse saddled; my boots cleaned,
my stirrup held by a senator.s
FEBBUARY,1976

Campbell's political philosophy was fully traced
out in his speeches in the famous Virginia Constitutional Cbnvention of 1829, in which he fought
in behalf of the western Virginia yeomen for political equality with the "tobacco nabobs" of the
East. Thoroughly Lockean in his natural rights
philosophy, he sought strenuously to force the
ðonveniion to adopt a bill of rights first as the
foundation for the remainder of the constitution.
Attacking property qualifications for voting and
office holding, he predicted the inevitability of a
land and money aristocracy that would push the

ln view of its youthful composition, the Restoration movement was one of boundless optimism'
With fullconfidence in the worth and dignity of the
common man, the movement sought on all points
of the compass to bring to fiuition the Christian
millennium. It is not surprising that both Campbell
and Johnson were advocates of fi'ee land forty
years before the Homestead Act was passed. Politícd reform was a necessary accompaniment of
spiritual regeneration. Lockean rationalism app'ealed to thã pragmatic frontier temperament and
was to be the iool to eradicate denominations and

The movement sought on all points of the compass to bring to
fruition the Christian millenium. . . Political
reform was a necessary accompaniment of spiritual regeneration.

common man into "poverty and degradation'" He

fought for the elimination of the aristocratic
county courts chosen by the House of Burgesses'
In one of the earliest efforts ever made at the state
level in America, Campbell unsuccessfully tried to
provide for a constitutionally required free public
school system.
CampLell's religious radicalism was exhibited in
his effórt to complete constitutionally the total
separation of church and state in Virginia' His
remarkable motion that "no incorporation for any
ecclesiastical or religious purpose, shall ever be
granted, or have any validity in th-is Commonivealth" won the support of the agingMadison, but
lost on the floor. He argued that religion needed no
external aid since the church was a spiritual body.
and that legal incorporation promoted the evil of
institutionalism and the alliance of religion with
wealth and class.' It is interesting to note that
Campbell's home county voted unanimously
against ratification of the constitution. His oppositión to Sunday blue laws, including the effort to
persuadeCongress to ban the transportation of the
mails on Sundãy, was in keeping with his position
in the Richmond convention.
The Restoration mind was a radically democratic frontier mind, an amalgam of the values of a
youthful, rash, impatient, pragmatic,.reform-bent
"a
þeople seeking freedom and self-fulfillment in
fashioned
who
men
iand of beginnìng again"'The
it were youthfut, Campbell having barely rya9he.d
maturity when he seized the flag from his father's
hand. Sione was barely twenty-one when he made
his way to the Nashville basin. John Rogers identified with the movement at eighteen, T.M. Allen
at twenty-six, Jacob Creath, Jr., at twenty-eight'
Raccoon John Smith was the "oldie" at forty-one'
FEBRUARY,1976

bring all men to a common religious understanding, Just as when applied to the political realm it
would bring all society into common man republicanism. J.S. Lamar states the position simply:
Why are there so many theories of religion inlhe
Christian world? Why is it, that those who profess

to draw their instruction from the same source

.

. We
arrive at conclusions so widely different?
think a satisfactory solution of this whole matter is
contained in the fact that the inductive method is
not used in the investigations of the Bible as in
nature. . . . Applied to the investigations of sci. it leads almost necessarily to correct
. the same methods may be
conclusions, and
applied with the same results to the investigations

ence

of the Bible.

.

o

This optimistic view led to the naming of the first
Restorationist college at Harrodsburg, Kentucky,
in honor of Francis Bacon.

.

The militant and iconoclastic temper of the
Restoration assault on the religious establishment fully accorded with the western rejection of
the aristocratic tenets of Federalism. Its slogans- "let the people rule," "right of revolt,"
and "come out of Babylon"-inclined the western ear. Campbell defined the congregation as a
"voluntary society, perfectly independent of any
tribunal on earth called ecclesiastical." lts officers were to be "radically and essentially elective." Perfect equality of members was its essential nature and to divide the church into hierarchical ranks was "essentially opposite to the
genius and spirit of Christianity." In scorn
Õampbell wrote, "Cod made men, the clergy

made laymen." The clergy, he held, either
157
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learned or unlearned, "are now and ever have
been the cause of all clivision, superstition, enthusiasm, and ignorance of the people." These
authoritarians "have shut up everybody's mouth
but their own; and theirs they will not open unless they are paid fbr it." He attacked church

colleges as cradles of'sectarianism and "de
propaganda fide." His hostility towarcl expensive church buildings "decorated like a theatre"
was directed at a Cincinnati church which had an
added extravagance of two spires. This building
was described deprecatingly by the cosmopolitan
Frances Trollope as a structL¡r'e "which fr.om its
two little peakecl spires, is called the two-horned
church.' '
The persistence of the fì'ontier mind, including
the erection of its necessities into virtues long after
the line ha<j movecl far rvest, accounts for the unity
in diversity which long characterized the Restoration movement. This western sectionalism as opposed to both the East and the South has been as
underemphasized in the voluminous Restoration
literature as the Civil War, the organ, and missionary societies have been overemphasized.
What has too often been overlooked was the
emergence in the churches of the Old Northwest
and later in the cities of the New South, ofamiddle
class whose newer values were drawn from commercial and industrial prosperity.
For a long time the frontier-shaped agrarian
mind, both north and south, stillclung to the original Restoration values. Daniel Sommer in the
North (who in the estimate of his deadly opponent
W.T. Moore hacl a following of 100,000) and David
Lipscomb in the South became the leaders of the
postwar pioneer Restorationism. This stream remained radical in its political and religious lowerclass prejuclices, iclentifying with the poor, labor,
the v¿rrious farnrer alliances, worker unions. and

cheap money crusades while denouncing corpo-

rate wealth and money power. Lipscomb's de-

fense of labor unions and his suspicion of "corpo-

rate oppressors" would strike the contemporary
church ear ¿ìs strange views. Har<Jing was so fearful of money power that he opposed school enclowments.

N"u"rrteless, the foundations for the
political about-face of the contemporary Church
of Christ were laid in the post-Civil War period.
Perhaps foremost was the surrender of its optimism and its dream of a religious-political promised land. It abandoned its view that the chief
function of Restorationism was to address itself to
the Protestant denominations and the goal of
"Christians only," and came to think of its
churches as containing " the only Christians. " The
indifference of the church toward Lipscomb's persistent concern with union with the Baptists, affirmed as late as 1894, reflects the enveloping
exclusivism which produced the parting of the
ways with the Disciples.
Though Lipscomb never won the church to his
pacifism or to his view that government is the
province of Satan and therefore never susceptible
to more than temporary and palliative reform, a
pessimistic view of society and government did
grow, leading to the contemporary distrust of the
masses (particularly the poor and labor) and the
merits of politicalreform. The decisive shift came
when economics catapulted the Church of Christ
into a suburban middle class. still encased in its
dogmatic Iegalism but now convinced of the rightness of the gospel of wealth, and on working terms
with the "world."

Norns
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his sharp attacks on plivilege ¿rnd his clemancl lor inclividual
and social rctblnr (but ncr,cr politicirl rcfornt sincc there cot¡ld
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of the Prince of this lvolld). His egalitarianisnt is

wellexhibited in his sciu'ing castigation of'seglegation in church
lile: "We belicve it is sinf'ul to h¿rve two congl'egations in the
s¿ìme conìnrunity fìl pctsons ol' separate and clistinct races

.
. Fol thc whites to re.ject the neglo is to make the whites
sell'-rightcorrs. scll'-sr¡1'licie.nt. cxclusivc ¿rncl t¡nChristian in
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spirit.

.

Forourpart.

we would mt¡ch prefel membership
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BY JAMES THOMPSON

RENEWAL IN THE PULPIT

ON WHOSE TERMS?
THE OFFENSE OF THE GOSPEL
(LUKE

In the year

1162, King Henry

232 6-12)

II of England

named as Archbishop of Canterbury Thomas
Beckett, a man who had never before acquired the
reputation as a devout churchman' He was chosen
bythe kingforone purpose: he was to do the king's
UiOOing and provide moral sanctions for the king's
attempts to control the church' It was only when
Thomãs Beckett became archbishop that the king
learned thatThomas could not so easily be manipulated. He resisted the king's attempts to exercise
control, insisting instead that the church would
bow before no human magistrate. It was because
of Thomas Beckett's stubborn refusal to accept
the dictates of the magistrate that, on December
29,1170, Beckettwas murdered by the king's men'
Thomas Beckett refused to come on the king's
terms.
It is a very old story. Governments, businesses,
and social organizations have historically desired
the religious man to be present and provide moral
sanction for their activities. From the time of lsrael's kings to the America of the 1970s, the religious man has been faced with the question which
faced Thomas Beckett: On whose terms will the
church stand? Will it, like the great prophets of
lsrael, come with the word of God that is at times
unpleasant and unpalatable? Or will it allow the
world to demand the terms on which the church is
to be heard?
This is the kind of question which Jesus faced in
that part of the trial scene which only Luke records. Herod Antipas has come to Jerusalem for
the Passover celebration. And since he is the ruler
of Galilee, Pontius Pilate is happy enough to get
Jesus off his hands and into the jurisdiction of
Herod. Herod is fascinated with the prospect of
seeing Jesus, for Jesus is for him a curiosity who
can amuse and entertain. And if Jesus entertains
Herod sufficiently, the king is in a position to get
Jesus a reduced sentence, or even a pardon' He
might even be able to set Jesus up as his religious

Dr. James Thompson is ctn instructor in Bible ttt the
Biblical Studies Center at Austin, Texas.
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adviser with a nice stipend-provided, of course,
that Jesus does not make himself so offensive, as
John the Baptist had earlier. lt is a great opportunity forJesus. And Herod demands only one thing,
one little concession; then he and Jesus can come
to terms.
The one thing Herod demanded seemed a small
concession indeed: he wanted to see a sign. Having followed Jesus' reputation for signs this long,
Herod finally had his chance to see if the signs
were allthat he had heard. Herod was quite willing
to be on good terms with Jesus, if only he could see
a sign.
There was one thing wrong with Herod's nequest: it was a demand that Jesus come on Herod's
terms and answer to Herod's criteria of success. It
was not the first time Jesus had been challenged to
meet someone else's terms. In the temptation narrative Jesus was offered a shortcut to the kingdom
if only he would jump from the pinnacle of the
temple: that is, he was given the chance to come on
Satan's terms. At a later point he was challenged
by theJews to "give a sign." Even later it was Paul
who said that the Jews who reject the story of the
cross "demand a sign" (l Cor. l:22). And the
recurring temptation even of the early church was
to come on the world's terms and to allow it to set
the criteria of success.
ls not this still the recurring temptation of the
church? The world still says, "Show us a sign.
Come on our terms and live up to our standards of
success." The success of the chr"rrch is then measured in terms of quantity, in size of building and
budget and membership. Ministers model their
work after the corporate executive, not the biblical
servant, and leaders can become, not shepherds,
but board members. ln another sphere of life, the
moral standards of the church can easily be only a
reflection of the standards in the rest of society.
Our ideas of integrity, compassion, and justice
may reflect our willingness to come on the world's
terms. On whose terms do we lÌnd ourselves and
our mission'l The question confronting Jesus is the
perennial question.
There has always been a tension between the
standards of faith and culture which has been im159
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plicit ever since the Decalogue gave the demand,
"You shall have no other gods before me" (Ex.
20:3). One thinks of Elijah, that "troubler of lsrael" (l Kings ltì:17), who was not afraid to call
King Ahab to task for his theft of Naboth's
vineyard: of Nathan, who dared question the
morality of David (2 Sam. l2:7)'. and of lsaiah,
who challenged the foreign policy of King Ahaz.
There were the early Christians who would not
say, "Caesar is Lord," knowing that there was but
one Lord. As H. Richard Niebuhr has said, "The
Christ who will not worship Satan to gain the
world's kingdoms is followed by Christians who
will worship only Christ in unity with the Lord
whom he serves."

Jesus refused the terms which Herod demanded, just as he had earlier rejected Satan's
temptation because he insisted in coming on his
own terms. His terms are to be found at the end of
the story where we find him dying on the cross.
Jesus had chosen to go to the cross, the ancient
equivalent of the electric chair, rejecting the standards of his own time. We are reminded by Paul at
a later time that such a standard was foolishness to
the ancient world, for the cross was the symbol of
shame and failure. The cross is symbolic of the fact
that the church will not come on the world's terms.
What is folly to the world-the cross-is Cod's
power. The church is faithful to its Lord only when
it accepts the cross-his criterion of success. As
George Macleod wrote:
I am recovering the fact that Jesus was not
crucified in a cathedral between two candles, but
on a cross between two thieves; on the town garbage heap
at the place where cynics talk
smut, and thieves curse, and soldiers gamble. Because that is where he died. And that is what He
died about. And that is where churchmen should
be and what churchmanship is about.
Onl¡, One Wuy Le.ft, p. 38

LikeJesus himself, Christians march to the sound
of a different drummer.
When Jesus refused to give a sign, Herod's
amusement ceased. "And Herod with his soldiers
treated him with contempt and mocked him; then,
arraying him in gorgeous apparel, he sent him back
to Pilate." The Jesus who would not come on
Herod's terms became the simple cdurt jester, the
fool to be ridiculed and treated with contempt. lt
could have turned out differently;Jesus and Herod
could have been on good terms. But Jesus would
not come on Herod's terms.
The Christian faith began, not with a Christ who
was spiritual adviser to Herod Antipas, or to Pontius Pilatel nor with one who began by holding
services in the East Wing of Herod's quarters. lt
began with the story of the one who played the fool
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for Herod and his men. In his purple robes he was a
creature to bring a little amusement into the lives
of Herod and his men.
But he was not the last to play the man outside.
For his legacy to his people is the legacy of being
"fools forChrist's sake," in the words of Paul. His
story was "folly" to the cultured Greeks of his
own time. Nevertheless, his people have known
that to accept the call of Jesus Christ is to be
prepared to come on his terms alone. If Christ
stood outside-if he was given the role of foolthe task of the church is to accept his folly, to
refuse Satan's demand for a sign.
One of FyodorDostoevsky's greatest works is
The ldiot, which is the story of a young prince who
is known to polite society as "the fool" or "the
idiot. " As this great novel opens, the young prince
has just returned to his native Russia after years in

Switzerland where he was being treated for
epilepsy. But now as we follow the young prince
through the novel, what is central to his characterization is his attempt to come back to a country
where he is unknown and to fit in to the polite
society into which he was born.
It first becomes apparent that the young prince
is, somehow, different. Not only does his clothing
mark him as an outsider. It seems that he has great
difficulty in fitting into the polite society. He is so
different in his total Iack of selfish ambition, he is
so open and trusting in his relationships with
people, that he turns polite society upside down.
To all human standpoints his selflessness and vulnerability to others looks like nothing less than
idiocy. He can be so trusting and so loving toward
even the worst of Dostoevsky's rogues, so lacking
in ordinary conventions, that all of Russian polite
society knows him simply as "the idiot."
It seems to me that no Christian can read this
story of Dostoevsky's idiot without seeing a parable about the story of JesusChrist who"came unto
his own, and his own received him not." No one
can observe how Dostoevsky's idiot can open up
friendships with criminals and prostitutes without
being reminded of the one who "receives publicans and eats with them." No one can observe the
idiot's total lack of selfish pride without recalling
the one who took on the form of a servant. Ordinary society took the prince's humility and his
trusting attitudes toward others as idiocy. Herod
took Jesus' refusal to give a sign as foolishness.
If the church is true to its Lord, it too will be
counted as a fool. Its moral life may appear
strang€; its devotion to service may seem foolish;
its belief that the real meaning of life is to be found
in this particular story may seem like the height of
absurdity. But the Christ who played the fool before Herod calls on his people to be "fools" for his
sake.
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A CIIRISTIAN SIIOUI,D
NOf PÄRTICIPÃID IN
IIUIIIAN GI'OVDRNDTDNI
BY ANDY T. RITCHIE, JR.
First, let me explain my use of several terms
in this article. By "Christian" I mean one who
has been "added to the Lord" (Acts l l:24-26);
one who has been immersed into Christ (Rom'
6:3); a member of "the body, the church" (Col'
1: I

8).

By "participate" is meant to vote or whatever
one does to "exercise his franchise," to have an
official voice in government.
"Human" government refers to all national
and civil governments.
(The Amel'ican Standard Version of the Bible
is used.)
TTIE HISTORY OF MY COI$YICTIONS
My speech has not always been exemplary.
But I remember only one time when I used
first-hand the four-letter word of condemnation.
One day in the time of World War I, I came
And¡,

7. Ritchie, Jr.,

recentl¡, retired from the Bible

.facult>' ot Harding College, Seurcy, Arkansas.
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home from school and missed my father' I asked
Mother where he was and she told me that he
had gone to town (Nashville) to register in connection with the war. I, a young boy, asked her
why. She told me that it was because the government required him to. I was confused and
frightened and might have been crying by this
time. With all the abandon of a seasoned
"cusser" I said, "-- the government'" I
don't remember Mother's reaction. Maybe she
was so shocked that she was petrified' or she
might have felt the same way. (l assure the
reader that I do not feel that way now and I regret that I used that "cuss word" even once in
my life.)
I do not remember the time when I did not
believe that Christians could not kill-that Christianity and war were completely inimical to each
other. I had not, however, really come to a firm
conclusion on the Christian-civil government
issue until the beginning of World War II' I had
not thought but to go all the way as a conscientious objeètor. As I was brought face to face with
the issues, it seemed most inconsistent to me to
say to the government, "My convictions will not
let me fight, but I now 'change hats' and I am a
part of the government which exercises its right
to declare and wage war." Since that decision' it
has seemed clearer and clearer to me that s¿rájection, and not participcrtiorl, is the right relationship.
Later, I found the following from Foy E.
Wallace, Jr., in The Christittn and GovernmenÍ,
by John T. Lewis: "l have never accepted the
Lipscomb idea of civil government. I have, howevèr, tried to reconcile participation in civil government with non-participation in the militarybut it does not reconcile."
NO NEW TDSTAMENT AT]THORITY
The Christian is one who has complied with the
conditions for becoming a child of God as delineated and required by the New Testament. In
the same manner, the one now a Christian must
allow Christ, through the written word, to regulate
every aspect of his life. Paul indicated to Timothy
that the scriptures furnish completely (2 Tim.
3:16-17).
It is apparent that the New Testament's teaching is not allby the same method. Sometimes there
is direct command. In other situations, to prohibit
is the manner. We may be left, at times, to get the
message of a parable in order to obtain the divine
guidance.
There are at least two ways of obtaining truth on
our topic. One is to search the whole area for the
teachings on a topic and from this arrive at the
highest ideal. the least questionable conclusion.
161
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When I consider the guilelessness, the humility,
the sincerity, the spirituality, the revealed wisdom, and the divine commands inherent in the
gospel and the ideal Christian life, I cannot imagine the attempted intermingling of these things
with politics. I am aware that mere feelings cannot
be offered as proof of anything, but composites,
overall impressions can be. One would seldom go
wrong in sincerely searching for the highest ideal.
I once had a student who admitted that a position which was set forth in class came nearer to
being God's will than the one to which he held, but
he seemed to persist in clinging to his position
because "there is no place in the Bible which says
don't do it." If we can honestly feel that we have
found God's will, what more do we need? Is a
spelled-out negative necessary? This preponderance, this picture of the highest idealis a valid and
strong argument to me.
Admittedly, this argument lacks the power of
focus which may be seen in other types of reasoning, so we now look at another method of biblical
interpretation-one which is a "clincher" in many
situations. It seems to me to be so in our present
study. I refer to the law of exclusion. That is to say
that certain truths, by their very nature, exclude
all that they do not include. When a parent says to
a child, "Go to your room," this obviously means
to do something. It also means "Do not do something." The child could disobey by not doing anything, or by going somewhere other than where he
was told to go.

Noun

was told to build an ark of

gopher wood. To obey, which the Scriptures say
he did, he was required to build an ark and to use
no other than gopher wood. "Baptism" means
"immersion." Sprinkling for baptism is excluded
not by a stated prohibition, but by the commandment to be immersed. Instrumental music in Christian worship is ruled out, not by a special negative
but by the specific references to singing. Would
not the same logic with regard to the Christian and
human governments be applicable?
What are the New Testament teachings to the
Christian regarding his relationship to civil government? The summary has been stated in this
succinct manner-p roy, poy, and obey. There is a
fourth point which might be included with this trio.
This is to "honor the king" or "give honor to
whom honor is due." Christians are to pray for
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Mark 12:14-17, Rom. l3:7), and obey the "powers
that be" (Rom. l3:l-7,1 Pet. 2:13-17).
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Are there other New Testament passages which

deal specifically with this subject and give
additional instructions? Unless "participation" is
clearly taught somewhere, why would it not be
excluded by what is emphatically included in the
above Scriptures?

ROMANS LBzL-7
It would be advantageous for the reader to review Romans 13:l-7 carefully before proceeding
with this seition of the study. These Scriptures
contain the most co¡nplete compendium on the
Christian's relationship to human government.
Key expressions in this teaching are "subjection," "pay tribute," and "render." The "powers
that be" are said to be "ordained" of God. We will
now analyze contextual teachings of these express ions.

Why do some feel that rendering to Caesar
what is his means helping Caesar run his
business?
Some think they find justification for participation in government here, but I find absolutely nothing of this nature. As a matter of fact, I find the
opposite to be clearly taught.
"Let every soul be in subjection to the higher
powers. . . ." Would a child's being in subjection to his parents imply that he is supposed to help
make and enforce the regulations under which he
lives? Though it is possible that one could be in
subjection to the same regulations which he helped
to make, this is certainly not necessitated or implied in the word "subjection."
"Render to all their dues. . . ." One would
really be hard put to find "be a part of something"
in "render." This means to pay what is due. One
definition is to pay tribute to a conqueror. Would
one by "rendering" what is due his bank be a
participant in the making of the bank's policies,
simply by virtue of that rendering? Why then do
some feel that rendering tó Caesar what is his,
means helping Caesar to run his business?
From "ordained of God" in Romans l3:1, some
interpreters take the position that the principle of
human governments is God-approved. Since this
is true, the argument continues, it is right for
Christians to help run them. Real proof that God
approves the principle of human government is
hard to offer. Just what is meant by "ordained of
God"? Whatever the Almighty does in "ordaining" does notjustify the conclusion that since God

the ñhri"+iqn i" ncrmitted ond/nr nhlinr.lqin"
v ¡ e4¡^¡ù
t
gated to participate in the running of the "powers." We quote here from Lee M. Rogers:
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(God)ordained that wicked nations punish his
rebellious people. He ordained that the sinfulness of men might bring about the salvation of the world by the death of Christ' He
ordained civil rulers to serve for the good of
saints. But where, O where, did he ever ordain that saints take part in the governments
of men?
God and Government, p. 19

Whatever action on God's part is meant by ordaining, does not imply any supplementary action
upon man's part. Psalm 8:3 reads,
When I consider thY heavens,
the work oJ'thy fingers,
The moon and stars which
thou hast ordained. . ."
Of course, "ordained" in this passage could not
possibly mean participation upon the part of man.
in Habakkuk l:12 (see entire context) the wicked,
haughty Chaldeans are said to be "ordained" of
God to punish his people. Would we conclude

from this that God approved the principle of
human government and particularly that of the
Chaldeans? Would God's "ordaining" be any indication that the Jews, his people of that time,

were supposed to participate in the running of the
Chaldean government? Obviously, Israel's having
a voice in the affairs of the nation designated by the
Lord to punish them is too ridiculous to contemplate. Yet, would this not show that God's
ordáiningjust has nothing to do, within itself, with
what man is to do? Where is there any New Testament passage which clearly permits the Christian to engage in politics?

Tn.

Scriptures dealing *ith or, ,ubject all assume that the human authorities are one
thing and the disciplies or Christians are another.
This-distinction is particularly notable in Romans
13. There is no hint within these seven crucial
verses (verses l-7) that Christians are inherently
parts of the government, or that they should beðome such. That there is a line of cleavage is
apparent when a summary is made of the references to the Christian and the government respectively.
The Government
The Christian
higher powers
every soul
powers that be
he
the power
they
rulers
thou
thee
ye
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CHRIST'S KINGDOM
Many of us in the "Restoration Movement" are
quick to assert the reality of the kingdom of God on
earth. (See Matt. l6:16-19;John l8:36; Col. 1:13.)
We seem, however, to overlook most of the implications of this truth. Heavy use is made of the
kingdom concept in refuting the idea that the
"church age" and the "kingdom age" are
different-that the former began with the day of
Pentecost (Acts 2) and will continue until it is
replaced by the "kingdom age." This is a legitimate and true argument. So far as the kingdom of
God on earth is concerned, it is indeed the same as
the church. If the expressions "church," "body of
Christ," and the like apply to matters of reality in

Remember the complete absence of New Testament guidance for political theory and practice.

the present age, then why would "kingdom" be
given a more or less figurative interpretation?
Who, among "us," would advocate that NewTestament Christians, members of the Lord's church,
held membership in man-made churches? Why
then should there be any interchange, any interrelationship between citizens of God's kingdom and
kingdoms of this world? If one should deny the
parallel on the basis that we have no choice since
we are born into an earthly citizenship, it may be
countered that we are not born into a participating
role in government.
Naturally, serious Christians who advocate participation in government want to accomplish good.
Imagine, however, Christians "throwing in" with
worldlings of every ilk and stripe, along with a
sprinkling ofChristians,usingpolitical methods, in
the world, to accomplish spiritual objectives. Add
to this hiatus the presence of different forms of
government which exist in different times and different places. And remember the complete absence of New Testament guidance of any nature
for political theory and practice. and the chaos
becomes deeper and darker.
How much more simple, more logical, and more
scriptural to leave worldly governments to nonChristians (who will dominate anyway) and let
Christians be free of worldly entanglements as
they seek to perform the duties to which their
discipleship calls them. The undisputed and unequivocai reiationship of the Christian to the
"powers" is subjection, unless this subjection
conflicts with obedience to the highest power, God
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himself. Operating on this thesis, the Christian has
direct guidance at any place or in any age. So far as
the plan is concerned, he is free then to accomplish
the purposes of preaching, teaching, ministering,
setting a good example, and loving. These things
constitute the Christian's real mission.

IDresident Myron S. Augsberger of

I

Eastern Mennonite College in Harrisburg,
Virginia, expresses in a clear manner some very
significant truths in his article "Beating Swords
into Plowshares" when he says:

When we accept the fact that the Christian
church is a minority movement in a hostile
world then we can interpret the ethics of
Christian discipleship for the minority. As
Christians we are not here to provide an ethic
for society or the state. Our job is to define
clearly an ethic for the Christian, the disciple
of Jesus Christ. . As Christians we need
an awareness of the pluralism of the New
Testament. The crucial issue is the difference
between the church and the world. The
church operates inside the perfection of
Christ while the world operates outside the
perfection of Christ.
Christianity Today, Nov. 2l , 1975
LESSONS FROM HISTORY
History shows that the integration of church
and politics has always played havoc with spirituality, unity, and doctrinal soundness. Christians of
the earliest centuries who did not participate in
war or politics could face the severest kind of
persecution and stillgrow and influence the world.
"The blood of the martyrs is the seed of the
church" was more than a platitude. But, alas, the
church's unique message of redemption was perverted. Its sword lost its cutting edge, its voice
became weak, hoarse, and indistinct when it began
to be "arm-around-the-neck" buddy with Rome.
Would it be more accurate to say that the church,
already beset with heresies and various problems.
went rapidly from bad to worse when it became
politically involved?
There is nothing which would purify the social
order like Christians completely united in all
phases of true Christian living. The "overflow"
from a Christian society, the church itself, would
do more for society as a whole than anything else.
It would do more than a worldly society's trying to
appropriate certain Christian principles while remaining a worldly society, and more than the
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church could ever do by mixing in this worldly
society with a weak and modified testimony. Let
every possible bit of goodness benefit the whole
world, but let us not lose our identity by using
worldly methods.
CONCLUSION

It might seem that the wrong of a Christian's
voting and participating in human government is
blown up too much even if it should not be done.
My explanation is that the in-favor-of advocates
certainly emphasize the importance of "getting
out the vote," the power of one vote, and the like.
If casting one vote is that important, if it is right;
then refusing to cast it is vital, if it is wrong.
To me, the default argument-if you don't vote
against a bad thing, your inactivity means that you
actually vote in favor of it-has no validity. This
argument pays no attention to whether or not voting is God-approved for the Christian. In most
cases we cannot assume that the end justifies the
means.
Perhaps some of my readers don't believe in the

necessity for scriptural approval and guidance if
we are going to "politic." In this case, we simply
disagree. But if scriptural support is necessary,
where is the scripture which applies to the situation and clearly supports political involvement?

.trlfo.,

or the bright tights or the
nineteenth and early twentieth-century Restoration leaders-including Barton W. Stone, Benjamin Franklin, Tolbert Fanning, David Lipscomb,
H. Leo Boles, J. N. Armstrong and others---cither
strongly opposed political participation for Christians or accepted it with great reservation and
limitation. Lipscomb's strong non-participation
views were especially made known in his book
Civil Government. A biographer, Earl West,
writes:

In 1891, Libscomb spoke at the Missouri
Christian Lectureship on his views of civil
government. He was not allowed enough
time to completely set them forth. Some listened discourteously, if at all, but a few listened very intently. After the lecture was
concluded, McGarvey responded that he did
not share Lipscomb's views. but that he did
not know how to answer them.
Tlre LdÞ und Tintes <tJ'Duvicl Li¡tscornb, p. lll.
After relating this incident West comments,
"and the bulk of Lipscomb's brethren have felt
the same

way."
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Trur Townno Houn, by
Richard Neuhaus (New York:

Seabury Press, 1975).

What in the world should Christians do-cspecially in reference to

the state? In this book, Richard
Neuhaus defies both the secularism

and the personal piety that would

answer "Nothing." Rather, there
are still enough Christians and Jews
in America to affirm that the biblical
notion of the kingdom of God
should influence the life of the nation.
Neuhaus swims upstream against
several currents. Religious liberals,

and reacted against all criticism of
America in what is often called
"civil religion."
A more excellent way? Against

the liberal and secularist, Neuhaus
affirms that "there is a promise and
hope within the American experience that are deserving ofour devotion." The fact that America has no

clearly maniftsr destiny does not
mean that it has no transcendent
destiny at all. To borrow terms from
Peter Berger (with whom Neuhaus
has collaborated), there are in the
American experiment "signals or
intuitions of the ultimate."

prayers and ecclesiastical hang-ups.
Of course the unbelieving world re-

joiced the most, agreeing hapPilY
with the secular Christian that
things can work just fine without
piety, thank you.

Tì"

or

fun-

"uungelical
come off much
damentalist doesn't
better in Neuhaus' criticism. Some
have their pie so high in the sky that
no one suffering injustice or cruelty
can ever see it, much less taste it.
Others have acted onlY when theY

could see their political clout as

a

way to return to Eden and the PuritY
of the Past (hence their preoccupation with such issues as drinking and
sexuality). Still other conservatives

have idolized the American dream
FEBRUARY,1976

ticularities of real life.

V.y *.tt,

for a Christian

theory of social ethics. But how can

we know, on the practical level,
what in the world to do? Or how to
influence legislation on abortion, or
war, or sexual perversion, or the
quality of life, or genetic manipulation? Or how any American destiny
might relate to that of other nations?
We cannot baptize just any notion
of even an enlightened state-that is

the error of Hegel's Prussia and

having reversed themselves in the
last century, scoff at the idea of a

"manifest destiny" in any nation,
particularly America. In Neuhaus'
view, the country is still staggering
under the blow dealt it by such
books as Harvey Cox's The Seculai
City. Christians were supposed to
rejoice that we have been sent into
the world-and away from Pious

back from the itching, sweating par-

thence to the failure of Christian re-

to Hitler's regime.
Neuhaus' alternative: "the interplay between explicit biblical religion and the American tradition of
public piety."
The author does not mean to endorse the tendency of political leaders to invoke God to sanction personal whims or to win votes on the
basis of their private religious life.
He will settle for nothing less than
the explicit acknowledgement of a
"destination ethic"-that is, the
admission that the kingdom of God
should call out our best public discussion and debate in behalf of a
transcendent ethic.
sistance

Aguinrt those for whom the
faith is mainly personal piety,

Neuhaus insists that "if we seek
God apart from his groaning creation, we miss the appointment he

has made with us in history."
Neither will it do to join William
Stringfellow (My People Is the
Enemy) and Jacques Ellul (T/re

Meaning of the City) in their denunciation of the state as inherently

evil. Rather, there is some continuity between the justice and

orderofthe state and the ideal ofthe
kingdom of God.
Against those who long for the
pristine past, Neuhaus has it that
Eden is largely a delusion. We cannot go home again because in fact
we have never been home. Instead,
home is up ahead, in the future, but
as the book's title suggests, within
time. He is also critical of his own

Lutheran tradition's tendency to
take Luther's two-kingdom theory
(revived from Augustine) to mean
that never the twain shall church
and state meet. The religion of

Christ knows nothing of

a

spiritualized kingdom that draws

Àmittedly, this does not
give us a single "Christian" answer
to such questiotts as abortion and
war. But it does acknowledge that
the answers are not within the social
order as such. It seeks a public ethical answer for the body politic, not
the private guidance of the voice
within, or the sham and hypocrisY

of a merely civil religion.
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(BOOKS, Continued)

Yet, we are left with some primary questions. First, how does all
this talk of the kingdom of God fit in
a pluralistic state? And even if
American ethical ideals were not so
diverse (or ignored), what of the diversity in the larger community of
the world? Neuhaus wants to recognize the healthy nationalist ideal
against any "one-world" theory
which tends to dissipate because it
cannot deal adequately with local
issues. But, after all, we do have a
United Nations vote, and we do live

in a global village.

It is surprising

that anyone would write

on

Christian-nationalist ethics without
even mentioning the fact that lreland and Lebanon are two glaring
examples of Christian nationalism

involved in bloodshed and ter-

rorism.
Second, it is far from clear just
how America in particular contributes to the kingdom of God.
Neuhaus believes that "the intuitions that inform democracy are of

revelatory significance." That is
disturbingly reminiscent of Hegel,
who saw such hints of the Spirit in
his own state.

Still, there is something healthy
about the author's disarming confession that he plans to meet God as

an American, and that it is in this
place and at this time that we must
look forways to affirm the kingdom.
The American dream struggles be-

tween the notions of "covenant"
and the social contract theory of
government. It is refreshing to have
someone reaffirm the side of the
covenant. Even though our questions remain, it can be significant to
ask them, for a change, from that
point of view.
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YOUNG SENTENCED--Chancellor M. Norvel Young of Pepperdine University
has been given a one-year sentence, which was then stayed, and fined $21000
ín connection with a fatal accident last September. Young was driver of a
car which ranrned another vehicle, killing one passenger instantly and fata1ly injuring another. In a confession of wrong-doing to the Malibu
Church of Christ, Young later admitted that alcohol was involved ín the
accident. The sentence stay requires Young to take an inrnediate leave from
Pepperdine to do research and service projects at the University of Southern California, on the problems of drinking and driving. His sentence will
be reviewed in six monËhs....Elders at the Malibu church accepted Youngrs
confession with a statement commending his assertion Ëhat rrthere can be no
excuse for what has occurredrrr and calling for compassion and forgiveness.
Sources close to Pepperdiners board of trustees said that there is a strong
feeling to defend Young "as a person" but that this might not forestall a
movement to have him dismissed or moved to artless crucialttpost.

CIA--I^lilliam Colby, outgoing director of the
Central Intelligence Agency, has declined to halt the agencyrs use of
missionaries as a source of information on foreign countries. Several
church groups and Sen. Mark O. Hatfield (R-Ore.) have protested the practice, which Colby said is not extensive enough to require a counter order.
Hatfield has introduced legislation Ëo sËop the practice, which he said
prostitutes the church and violates the separation of church and state.
ì[ISSIOI{ARIES AND THE

$25 ¡{ILLION

STOCKHOLDER

CLOUT--Shareholders representing

thirty-one

religious bodies have protested overseas political involvement by twentyone U.S. corporations. The Interfaith Center on Corporate Responsibility
charged that the companies have engaged in bribery and have othenrise immoraiiy infiuenceci poiitics in councries housing overseas operations. The
group represenËs shareholders owning $25 million in stock.
22
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SAVED BY THE C.I.A.
AND IT came to pass in the days of King Gerald
IVrd that all the land was taxed.
"Man, we are really taxed," cried the people of
the land. "Verily, this is the most taxing of all
possible worlds.

"

And their cry went up before the

king.

"Fear not," said the king, "for I bring you glad
news conferences of great joy, which shall be to all
the people: the CIA and the FBI receive a goodly
portion of the tax, and they shall save the land."

And because many of the people of the land
were called Christians they picked up on the word
"save" with gladness. For it was the word of the
Good and the Right, and if they must be taxed, it
was good that they be taxed for the Right. And
they felt safe from the Evil One and the Nations
round about them because the CIA and the FBI
and the Good and God were on Our Side. And the
land had rest for seven days.
But there came a day when the people of the
land called in the CIA and the FBI to give account.
"Whence have you come?" asked the people.
"From going to and fro upon the earth," said the
CIA.
"Thou sayest well," said the people, "but thou
hast been mixing up the to with the fro. For, lo,
we thought thou wast spying out the Evil One and
the Nations round about us; what meaneth, then,
this bugging of our own people? Art thou not on
Our Side?"
"We are on the side of the Good," said the CIA.
"Thou sayest well," said the people. "For the
Good is greater than any single land, and we would
not exalt our land over the Good. Besides, there
are some kooks even in our own land who bear
FEBRUARY.1976

watching." And the land had rest for, oh, maybe a
couple of minutes. Still, the people were not so
sure now about whose side the Good was on.
And again the people of the land asked the CIA
and the FBI to give account. "What is the manner
of thy going to and fro on the side of the Good?"
asked the people. "For Good Ends cannot be
reached by Evil Means."
'
And behold out of the treasure of the agents of
the Good came forth all manner of impuritieslying, slander, enmity, strife, suicide suggestions,
assassination attempts, and such like. "The voice
is the voice of the Good," cried the people, "but
the hands are the hands of Evil. How canst thou,
doing Evil, be on the side of the Good? Thou
hypocrite! First take the beam out of thine own
eye, and 1þs¡-"
"Just a lock-pickin' minute!" cried the CIA.
"Let not our Good be Evil spoken of. Not a single
assassination plot succeeded. Nay., our spy apparatus was unsophisticated, our attempts
clumsy, and our techniques-well, sloppy. In
short, we are no Good at doing Evil."
"4h," said the people. "That's different, Woe
unto us if we had proved Good at doing Evil. But
now we have only abstained from every appearance of Good, while deep down we are really-no,
that's not quite right. ."
Anyway, the land had rest when the people saw
that their agencies' sin was not in standing for the
Bad, but in standing for the Good badly.
Still, when the people thought of being saved by
the CIA and the FBI, they were not so sure about
just who they would be saved from.

-RD
167

23

SECOND CLASS
POSTAGE PAID AT
AUSTIN, TEXAS

M ISS ION

P.O. BOX 15024
AUSTIN, TEXAS 78761

'€Þ'î.ä¡

I

Like Being Challenged

Just a note to let you know I appreciate your magazine immensely. I
don't always agree with your writers,

but I like being challenged. Continue
the good work.
Our work here in Shawnee began last
January with a determination to glorify
Christ through service and try to cut
through tradition, one of our major
enemies, by gleaning good principles
from the text. We have doubled our
membership. Praise God

I

DOUG WARDEN
Shawnee, Okla.

Course Alteration
In times past I have been concerned

at what appeared to be a one-sided,
hypercritical examination of the "Restoration Movement" (and accompany-

ing "Principle").

I

appreciate Mis-

s¡br¡'s course alteration as exhibited by

Jividen's article.

In an effort

to

evaluate our position we can oversteer,
and I am glad for another viewpoint ofa
positive nature.

I

especially commend your report
"Going Back, Saying No" and the
editorial "On Being Restored to the Future" (Sept.-Oct., 1975). The concept
of restoration has much to offer if we
are willing to pay the price of it. A recent comment by J.C. Bailey, Canadian

missionary to India, impressed me in
this tonnection. He observed that we
have tried to restore the doctrine ofthe
New Testament church but not all of
the practice. His concern related to
foreign missions, but the application to
other areas is clear. Perhaps what
needs to be restored is not so much the
"line upon line, precept upon precept"
as it is the nature and activity of the
church. What we need is a "Movement
Restoration," and not fossilization.

Keep us moving in the right direc-

tion.

TERRY G. DANLEY
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fividm's lnterpretive leap

Restoration and the Gospel
Just a comment about the article by

our brother Jimmy Jividen.

I

certainly

believe, as Jimmy does, that the church

results from the preaching of the gos-

pel. But, somehow, I just cannot
equate the "Restoration Principle"
with that gospel. It seems to me that the
essentials of Christianity are pointed
out for us by Paul in Ephesians 4 where
the seven "ones" are listed. "Restoration Principle," surprisingly, isn't mentioned.

And isn't

it

interesting that Pope

XXIII liked one of our Restoration slogans: "ln necessary things unJohn

ity, in doubtful things freedom, but in
everything love." I wonder where we
are to put the "Restoration Principle"
conçept. Under which of these
categories?

Finally, in view of all this "ideal
church" business that Jividen talks
about on page l8 of his article, I wonder if he has read the rest of the page
from Kung's book from which he
quotes (page l3l)? I think Kung has
some very interesting statements, e,9.,
The ideal Church does not exist empirically in this world, as we constantly rediscover to our sorrow; but equally it
does not exist in Scripture. For Scripture
the Church is the people of God, which
following the Old Testament people of
God, is always a people of sinners, constantly in need of forgiveness. The
Churchjoumeys through the darkness of
failures and wrong tumings, constantly
in need of God's grqce and mercy.

I really do not think Jividen could
honestly acçept Küng any more than he

Brother Jividen, in "Is the Restoration hinciple to be Rejected?," reasserts the danger and wrongfulness of
going "beyond the doctrine of Christ."
He reminds us of the warnings of both
Paul and John regarding this matter. I
am unable to make the interpretive leap
that he does with the texts of 2 John

7-ll

and 2 Thessalonians 3:6-12.

Does John not define the "doctrine
of Christ" as the doctrine of the Incarnation, thus censuring those who would
deny the same? Does Paul not have in
mind those Christians who, having misinterpreted the times, had become
parasites on the congregation of God,
as ones

"walking disorderly"?

rüy'as

not

the "tradition received" the tradition
of personal responsibility in providing
for oneself---even as he had?
"Both John and Paul knew that there

was a standardized and jealously
guarded body of belief which must be
held to keep the church from drifting
into apostasy." Indeed. But my would
brother logically extend this "body of
beliefl' to other doctrines, e.g., baptism, communion, church organization,
¿¡ a/? Would he stop

trines" or would

he

with "major doc-

continue the exten-

sion to "peripheral" ones: church
cooperation, the "cup quêstion,"
kitchen facilities in the church building,
worship in the "upper room"? Many
Christians have.
How does one safely bind interpreta-

tion that has gone beyond biblical
meaning? What are the rules?

Lloydminster, Alberta

STAN HARBOT.]R

BRTAN PUGH
Holland Landing, Ontario

Canada

Roswell, New Mexico

Canada

could accept Hunter!
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